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CHAPTER I 
HISTORY AND STATEJIFB.r OF THE PROBLliJI 
Introduction 
Much mDDan energy is expended in activity or behavior 
devoted to reaching goals or rewards. Empirical observation 
and theory indicate that behavior or responses leading to a 
goal get stronger as the goal is approached and terminate 
when it is reached. (Hull, 1932) Goal-oriented behavior is 
frequently interfered with before the goal has been attained. 
Interference may occur at any point atter embarking toward a 
goal and before reaching it. Although frustration of goal-
oriented behavior has several consequences, one highly prob-
able consequence is some tor.m ot aggressive response, or the 
tendency to intliot injury. (Dollard, Doob, Killer, Mowrer, 
and Sears, 1939) It the amount m d frequency ot interfer-
ence is held constant, the strength or the aggressive 
response varies positively with the strength or the goal-
oriented response interfered with. 
This study is designed to answer the question: Does 
the strength or the aggressive response increase when inter-
terence with goal-oriented behavior occurs closer to the 
goal rather than farther from the goal! Implicit in tb1s 
question are two as~ptions: that goal-oriented behavior 
gets stronger as the goal is approached; and that the 
stronger the goal-oriented behavior that is interfered with, 
the greater is the amount of frustration and consequent 
strength of the aggressive response. These two assumptions 
are more usually called the Goal-Gradient Hypothesis {Hull, 
1932) and the Frustration-Aggression HJpothesis. (Dollard 
et al., 1939) 
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'!'he independent variable to be manipulated in this 
study is the degree of closeness to the goal at which inter-
terence with goal-oriented behavior occurs. The dependent 
variable is the strength or the aggressive response following 
interference with the goal-oriented behavior. 
History or the Problem 
The two assumptions or hypotheses above which are 
central to the present study have a common ancestor in the 
stimulus-response, drive reduction reinforcement learning 
theory of BUll and his fellow workers. The Goal-Gradient 
Hypothesis was a central empirical and theoretical problem 
tor Hull in the 1930's and 1940•s. The Frustration-
Aggression Hypothesis was one of the major theoretical and 
empirical landmarks of the 1940• s and 1950•s. The authors 
ot Frustration ~ Aggression acknowledge a debt to Hull, 
with wham they were associated at Yale, and to Freud and 
others who had made important initial statements from which 
the Frustration-Aggression Hypothesis was derived. 
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file authors of Frustration ~ Aggression, m.aDbers of 
the "Yale Group", enplo~ a simplified version of Hullian 
learning theory. This practice is followed in the present 
stud,-. 
The following review of the literature focuses on tbe 
tbeory and empirical evidence relevant to the Goal-Gradient 
HJpotbesis and the Frustration-Aggression H7Pothesis. 
The following review of the literature first presents 
the learning theory model uDderl,-ing the Goal-Gradient 87-
potbesis and then the relevant empirical evidence. The 
presentation ar the Frustration-Aggression B)pothesis follows 
ti1is fonaat. Particular attention is devoted to the concept 
of the strength of response, both goal-oriented and aggressiv~ 
that has been used undefined in this introductory section. 
The .final section of the chapter attempts to integrate the 
two main bodies of theory before stating the hJpotbesia. 
Review of the Literature 
Learning, according to the "Yale Group" theorists, 
involves connecting a cue or a stimulus to a response. For 
a response to occur there must be drive or instigation. Cues 
m.a~ have drive features that instigate activity. Cues also 
function as guides or directors at response toward a goal-
response, or reinforcement. Responses may act as cues for 
other responses. Responses not leading to reinforcement 
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tend to disappear, while those responses that are reinforced 
are strengthened. Reinforcement involves reducing the drive 
that initially instigated the response, or responses, that 
led to the reinforcement. Continued reint'orcement leads to 
satiation of the drive, or instigation to respond, and leads 
to cessation of th• response leading to the reinforcement. 
Response strength -- the probability of occurence, the speed, 
the duration, and the force or a response -- is a fUnction of 
the strength of the drive, or instigation to respond, the 
amount of the reward or reinforcement, and the immediacy of 
rein.torcement. 
The immediacy of reward is critical in explaining the 
increases in response strength upon approaching a goal found 
in goal-gradient studies. In anr series of responses lead-
ing to a goal or reward, those occurring imaediately before 
the goal is reached are more strongLy reinforced, while 
responses occurring farther from the goal are less strongly 
reinforced. 
According to Spence (1947> the responses and cues on 
the path to the goal are reinforced in two ways. The less 
important way involves a temporal delay of reward gradient, 
whiCh is very brief, (Perin, 1943 a, 1943 b, Wolfe, 1934) 
not lasting more than a few seconds. The other more tapor-
tant way depends on secondary reintorcement, the process 
through which cues, initially non-reinfOrcing, acquire 
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reinforcement value by be~ associated with the goal.-response. 
A bell ringing tmmediately before the presentation of food to 
a hungry animal acquires secondary reinforcement value in its 
own right. 
What is the empirical evidence to support the assump-
tion that response strength increases upon closer approach 
to a goal! Spence (1932} reported that the entrance of 
blind alleys was eliminated more rapidly in a maze leading 
to a food reward close to the goal, and more slowly elimi-
nated as the distance tram the goal increased. The correct 
maze responses near the goal were more iamediately reinforce~ 
leading to greater efficiency ot learning the maze close to 
the goal than farther trom the goal. 
The speed ot locomotion down a straight runway, 
another indicator ot response strength, increased upon 
closer approach to the goal. (HUll, 1934} 
Brown (1942, 1948) demonstrated that rats pulled 
harder against a harness when arrested close to a goal than 
when arrested tar tram a goal. This result held both tor 
approach-to-the-goal responses, and avoidance-of-a-negative-
goal responses. The strength ot the pulling response was 
also related to the strength of the hunger drive when the 
distance trom the goal was held constant. 
The DUDber ot unreintorced trials needed to extin-
guish or eliminate a previously established response is a 
measure of the durability or persistence of a response. 
Lambert and Solomon (1952) measured the nwtlber of trials 
necessary to extinguish goal-oriented responses of four 
different experimental groups of rats, each blocked at a 
different distance from a tood goal. The rats blocked 
farthest from the goal took the fewest trials to extin-
guish, while the rats blocked closest to the goal took 
the most trials. The two middle distance groups extin-
guished equally rapidly. 
EXcitability, measured by the nuaber of jumping back 
and forth responses at the block point, was also related to 
the closeness to the goal when blocked. (Lambert et al., 
1952) This was attributed by Lambert and Solomon to 
"frustration induced drive". 
In a second experiment reported in the same article, 
Lambert and Solomon tound that rats, blocked just outside 
the goal box whare fonnerly they had been fed, took fewer 
trials to stop responding than rats admitted to the goal 
box, but not fed. 
Adelman and Rosenbaum (1954) conducted an extinction 
study using college students. The experimenters obtained 
s~ilar results to those of Lambert and Solomon. The 
greater resistance to extinction by the students frustrated 
close to the goal was, however, confounded with a greater 
number of previous "success" trials. In this study the 
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authors suggested that subjects, instructed to "race against 
time", could be motivated to perform a goa1-oriented task, 
and could be reinforced by "success" on the task. 
Haner am Brown (1955) blocked children at five dif-
ferent distances from a goal on a game-like task. The 
subjects were instructed to "race against time" on the task. 
They were blocked when th87 had finished a predetermined 
amount of the task at which time an unpleasant sounding 
buzzer rang. The subjects had been instructed to push a 
lever to turn the buzzer ott, and to set the game up .tor 
another trial. The force with which the children pushed 
the lever was related to the closeness to the goal or the 
blocking procedure. The authors stated that the lever 
pushing force was a measure ot the strength or the aggres-
sive response. It is possible that Lambertts ani Solomon•s 
"excitation" due to "frustration induced drive" fits the 
findings equally well. The goal-response of lever pushing 
in Haner and Brownts study did not inflict d~age on any 
object, so that they were not justified in stating that 
this response was aggressive. It is relevant to note that 
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a goal-gradient effect was induced using a "race" as an 
instigator to and nsuccess" as a reinforcer of goal-oriented 
responses. 
The findings so far support the assumption tbat re-
sponse strength increases as a fUnction of the closeness 
of approach to a goal both with an±mals and human subjects. 
The same learning theory principles underlie the 
Frustration-Aggression Hypothesis. 
Interference with or prevention of a goal-response, 
or the goal-oriented responses preceding the goal response, 
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is a frustration. Frustration is an instigator to aggressive 
responses. The goal-response of aggressive instigation, or 
the instigation to inflict injury, reduces only the secondary, 
frustration-produced instigation to respond aggressively, and 
does not reduce the initial instigated behavior or responses 
that were interfered with. 
Dollard et al. (1939, P• 28) posited that the strength 
of the aggressive response varies with the strength of the 
response interfered with. Sears and Sears (Dollard et al., 
p. 29) tested this sub-hypothesis of the Frustration-
Aggression HJpotbesis. They permitted an infant to drink 
varying amounts of milk before withdrawing the bottle from 
its mouth. The latena,r, or delay in the occurrence of the 
crying response grew longer as a function of the amount of 
milk consumed. The experimenters assumed that the more milk 
com um.ed., the lower the instigation to drink milk, and 
assumed that crying was a frustration-induced aggressive 
response. 
Killer (Dollard et al., P• 35) using similar reasoning, 
found on a questionnaire that subjects reported more annoyance 
following a snub by a .friend than by an acquaintance, and 
even less annoyance .following a snub by a stranger. Doing 
poorly in a favorite sport was more annoying to the sub-
jects tban doing poorly in a less favored sport. 
According to Dollard et al. the amount and frequency 
o.r interference with goal-oriented responses affects the 
strength of the aggressive response. In the present study 
these variables are held constant; therefore these variables 
are not .f'urther discussed. 
The punishment of overt aggressive responses leads 
to their inhibition. Covert acts of aggression, such as 
aim.-inhib ited gestures, thoughts, and fantasies, are more 
likely to occur when punisbment is anticipated than are 
overt acts of aggression. Covert aggressive response are 
less observed, therefore less punished. Punishment of 
overt aggressive responses leaves the initial instigation 
to aggression undiminiShed, ani in tact may increase it, 
since it constitutes a fUrther interference with a goal-
oriented response. Chasdi and Lawrence (1955) found that 
punishing children's aggressive responses in doll play 
sessions significantly reduced the nwaber of aggressive 
responses in a following session, when compared with an 
unpuni::h ed control group. The inhibitocy e.t'.fects of 
punishment dissipated in a following session, and there 
were no differences between the punished experimental 
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group and the unpunished control group. 
Doob and Sears (Dollard et al., p. 35) in a ques-
tionnaire study found a negative relation between the 
strength or anticipated punisbment and the expression or 
overt aggression. 
Lesser (1957) toum that parental approval of overt 
aggressive responses was associated with a high rate or 
occurrence, as ~pposed to parental disapproval which was 
related to a low rate or overt aggressive responses. 
There is some evidence that covert toms or aggres-
sion such as fantasy may be present when overt tonns are 
absent (Bach, 1945) and that overt and covert forms may 
both be present. (Kussen and Naylor, 1954) 
The more powerful or able to retaliate the object 
of' an aggressive response is the more probable the dis-
placement of the response to another, weaker object. 
Miller and Davis (Dollard et al. , p. 42) t ound that 
fighting rats displaced aggressive responses to a plastic 
doll when one or the rats was removed. Miller and 
Bugelski (Dollard et al., p. 42> tound displacement ot 
aggression fran frustrating camp counselors to unfavorable 
questionnaire ratings of Japanese and Mexicans. Other 
studies ot prejudice (Lindzey, 1950, Stagner and Congdon, 
1955} however, do not provide support tor the diSplacement 
principle. 
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Objects that interfere with goal-oriented responses 
are usually the target of the resultant aggressive responses. 
(Dollard et al., p. 48) The inhibition or self-control ot 
an aggressive response is an interference by the self, so 
that the self becomes a target of aggressive responses. 
The inhibition and displacement of aggression are 
particularly important.when the problems of measuring the 
strength of aggressive responses are considered. Most 
tests and measures of this variable depend on the assump-
tion that displacement does occur. Child subjects whose 
goal-oriented responses are interfered with in the presence 
ot an adult experimenter probably inhibit their overt 
aggressive responses. This implies that covert measures, 
which are less susceptible to inhibition, should be used. 
Measures of possible inhibition-produced self-aggression 
should be included. Considerations ot social appropriate-
ness in the American society lead to the conclusion that 
extremely hostile fantasy is liable to be inhibited in 
children. Fantasy and attitude measures of aggression 
then probably register differences of frequency, but not 
intensity, of response. 
There is the possibility that aggressive motoric 
responses may vary in force with the strength of insti-
gation to respond aggressively. 
Statement ot the Problem 
Goal-Gradient Hypothesis theorJ and empirical 
evidence support the assumption that the instigation to 
respond toward a goal, or goal-oriented response strength, 
varies positively with closeness to the goal. 
Frustration-Aggression theory and empirical evidence 
support the assumption that the instigation to aggression 
following interference, or aggressive response strength, 
varies positively with the strength of the goal-oriented 
response interfered with. This study is designed to 
answer the question: Does interference with goal-oriented 
responses close to their gpal produce stronger aggressive 
responses than interference with goal-oriented responses 
tar tr:o m their goal? The h:fpotbesis of this study follows 
from the assumptions stated above, and the above question. 
H;ypotbesia 
If it is assumed that the strength of goal-oriented 
responses varies positively with closeness of approach to 
the goal, and if it is assumed that interference with goal-
12 
oriented re~onses constitutes a frustration leading to sane 
for.m of the aggressive response, then it can be hypothesized 
that: 
Interference with goal-oriented responses close to 
their goal constitutes a greater amount of frustra-
tion and therefore produces stronger aggressive 
responses than interference with goal-oriented 
responses far from their goal. 
Method 
CHAPTER II 
KETHOD AND PROOEDtRE 
The Induction of a Goal-Gradient of Response Strength 
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Tasks operationally suitable for inducing a goal-
gradient of response strength require that a series of 
responses must occur before the goal-response is made, or 
the goal reached. The goal-gradient model also implies that 
the goal-oriented responses are motivated, and that reaching 
tile goal or making the goal-response is reinforcing or re-
warding. Instructions that a task is "a race against time" 
appear to impel subjects to perform goal-oriented responses. 
(Adelman & Rosenbaum, 1954, Haner & Brown, 1955) "Success" 
in the "race" and praise by the experimenter should serve 
as a reinforcer of the goal-response, and in order of pre-
cedence, reinforce the preceditg goal-oriented responses. 
Induction ot Interference with Goal-Oriented Responses 
Operationally, interference with goal-oriented re-
sponses requires the prevention of the occurrence of further 
goal-oriented responses and or the goal-response. The 
amount am frequency ot interference must be held constant 
to avoid confounding with the predicted greater strength of' 
tbe aggressive response following interference close to the 
goal and far from the goal. To test the hypothesis, inter-
ference must occur at least at two different distances fran 
the goal. 
A toy pinball machine met the requirements or the 
theoretically derived operations tor establishing a goal-
gradient of response strength and interfering with the goal-
oriented responses described above. The goal-response of 
the pinball task was to score 100 points in as short a 
t~e as possible. The goal-oriented responses leading to 
the goal of scoring 100 points involved the manipulation 
of a lever ard plunger to propel a steel ball at scoring 
posts mounted on an inclined board. Each "hit" constituted 
a score that registered on a visible score board. Scores 
earned were an approximate measure or the number of goal-
oriented responses that had been made. The more scores 
earned, the less the distance to the goal. A tilt light, 
operated by the experimenter through a concealed foot 
lever, prevented the subjects fran acquiring further scores 
toward the goal of scoring 100 by turning ott the score-
board circuit, with its associated scoring light and bell, 
and turning on the tilt light circuit. The tilt light was 
mounted at approximately eye level. It was a bright red 
light with "tiltn printed on it. The subjects were told 
tba t it would go on it they played too roughly with the 
game or joggled it. They were told its going on meant that 
they had lost the g~e. In this study the group interfered 
with close to the goal was allowed to score 90 points before 
the tilt light interference, while the group interfered with 
far from the goal was allowed to score 20 points before the 
tilt light interference. 
Theoretical Considerations in the Measurement of 
Aggressive Response Strength 
Overt aggressive responses following the tilt light 
interference of the pinball task were not expected. Children 
tend to inhibit overt aggressive responses in the presence 
of adult authorities because they anticipate punisbm.ent. 
Covert aggressive responses, such as projective-test-fantasy 
and indirect attitude questionnaire responses, are less 
likely to be inhibited because they have not been punished 
in the past. If the self is tbe aggression-producing inter-
fering object, or if overt aggressive responses are inhibited, 
the self is a probable target of aggressive responses. 
Aggressive responses may generalize, or displace, onto the 
various objects of the aggressive response available in tests. 
On tests involving verbal aggressive behavior the frequency 
rather than the force or intensity dimension should increase 
following interference beca~e intense verbal aggressiveness 
is frequently punished in our society. Kotoric measures of 
aggressive response strength probably increase in force 
following interference without much inhibition assuming 
that the aggressive motorio response has occurred at all. 
Aggressive responses may also be directed toward the pin-
ball machine as the interfering object. 
The Fantasy Aggression Measure 
The Rosenzweig Picture-Frustration Study, (P-F) 
Child Pbr.m (Rosenzweig, 19~8) is a "projective" test 
designed to measure responses to frustration. It has 2~ 
cartoonlike situations in which one person is frustrating 
or pointing out a frustration to another person. The 
subject taking the test is instructed to provide the 
verbal response ot the ~rustrated person in the cartoon. 
The as~ption ot the test, common to all projective tests, 
is that the subject .,identities" with the frustrated car-
toon figure and tends to respond as he himself would 
respond to stmilar frustrating situations. The P-F yields 
two types ot codable aggressive responses relevant to the 
present study. Extrapunitive responses (E) show annoyance, 
irritation or blmne ot others tor a frustration. Intropuni-
tive responses (I) show annoyance, irritation or blame of 
self tor a frustration. 
Lindzey and Goldwyn (1954> tested an imprisoned group 
ot delinquents and a control group with the P-F (Child Form) 
and found the delinquents had a lower frequency ot aggressive 
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response. This was attributed to the enviroament&l influ-
ences of the prison which discouraged aggressive behavier, 
leading to the inhibition ot aggressive responses on the 
test. The delinquents rated poorly-adjusted had signifi-
cantly higher Extrapunitive (B) scores than a well-adjusted 
delinquent group. The poorly-adjusted subjects were 
presumed to have responded less adaptively to the social 
forces discouraging aggressive responses. The ,_p (Child 
For.m) correlated significantly with behavioral ratings by 
observers, r • .42, but did not correlate positively with 
other projective tests, diagnostic council ratings, or 
self ratings. The test, according to Lindzey and Goldwyn, 
measures a behavioral, but not necessarily conscious, level 
ot aggressive responses. The Intropunitive (I) scores 
were negatively related to Thematic Apperception Test signs 
that related to overt behavior ratinss. 
Smith (1958) found that it helped to have his child 
subjects read the P-F items aloud. Spache (1954) suggested 
that the children dictate their responses to the experimen-
ter. In the present study same of the children were in a 
slow section so these procedures were adopted for a11. 
Same additional instructions (Appendix E) aided the children 
in pertor.ming the test. 
Inter-rater reliability in the present study yielded 
92 per cent agreement between two raters, the author and a 
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co-worker, who independently scored the test protocols. Test-
retest reliability of the Child Pbr.m was reported to vary 
between r s .80 and .84. (Cox, 1957) 
The Punitive Questionnaire 
Lyle and Leavitt (1955) developed a 14-item question-
naire to measure punitiveness. Punitive responses were 
derined by the authors as p~sical or verbal abuse, depri-
vation of food or play, and coercion. 
The questionnaire was included in the present study 
as a measure of aggressive response strength even though 
punitiveness as reflected in the !tams seamed to measure 
attitudes toward transgressions rather than aggressive 
response strength. Each Punitive Questionnaire item had 
six choices: three punitive and three non-punitive. Lyle 
and Leavitt•s students• mean score on this was 4.36, and 
the standard deviation was 2.30. The split-half reliability 
coefficient was r • .63. This test correlated r • .076 and 
r • -.097 with the P-P, B and I scores respectively. 
The lack of correlation between the Punitive ~es­
tionnaire and the P-F scores is partly determined by the 
low reliability coefficient of the questionnaire. An 
inspection of the !tams of the two tests indicated that 
they measure somewhat different variables. Although 
neither instrument has demonstrated high predictive 
validity. both may reflect increases in the strength of the 
aggressive response followi~ frustration. 
The Kotoric Measure of Aggressive Response Strength 
The force or a motoric response is a measure of 
aggressive response strength if the goal or the motoric 
response is damage or injury to an object. A motoric 
measure of aggressive response strengthwas developed in 
which the subjects threw darts at pictures of planes sten-
ciled on a pad of paper.l The goal response or the task 
was to "shoot down" the "enemy planes" with the darts or 
make-believe "rockets". ~e force or this motoric-
aggressive response was measured by the number or pages 
penetrated by the darts. The measure has an odd-even 
reliability coefficient of r = .95 when corrected by the 
Spearman-Brown prophecy formula. (Guilford, 1954) The 
force or the dart throwing response in a similar task 
increased following frustration according to Keach. 
The Game Preference Measure 
An interfering object usually is the target ot an 
aggressive response. (Dollard et al., p. 48) ~ose 
subjects who were prevented tram making the goal response 
ot scoring 100 on the pinball machine should be instigated 
19 
lThe design of this measure followed from a SQggeation 
by Charles Keach who had developed a similar measure using 
darts. 
to aggress toward the pinball machine more than those wbo 
have made the goal response of scoring 100. 
Assuming that the dart measure of the strength of 
the aggressive response per.mits aggressive responses, the 
frustrated subjects should prefer it more than the un-
frustrated control group. The simultaneous operation of 
the two variables above should increase the preference 
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of the frustrated groups, depending on the amount ot frus-
tration, tor the dart task, and decrease it for the pinball 
game, as compared with the unt.rustrated control group. 
Interruption theory would predict greater preference 
for the pinball machine among the subjects that su:rtered 
interference than for the ones that did not. This situa-
tion is different from the interruption and resumption ot 
tasks studied by Ovsiankina, (1928) in which the interrupted 
tasks are resumed more frequently than those completed. In 
the present study there is no opportunity for re~ption, 
and the experimental procedure involved interference or pre-
vention rather than merely interruption. 
The Subj eets 
Ninety fourth-grade children ranging in age from 
eight to ten years were used as the subjects for this stud7. 
Children of this age group enjoy game-like tasks and are 
less able than adults to coiDeal aggressive responses. They 
are less "test wise" than adults and less able to d1ssa.ble 
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on tests. The fourth grade was felt to be tbe lower limit 
on writing, reading and motor skills necessary to perfor.m 
the task and tests involved in the present study. Both girls 
and boys were included in the study. The experimental groups 
had approximately equal numbers of boys am girls. 
The Experimental Design 
A minimum of two experimental groups was necessary to 
test the hypothesis that subjects frustrated close to a goal 
become more aggressive than subjects frustrated far from a 
goal. One of the experimental groups was frustrated after 
scoring 20 out of a possible 100 points on the pinball 
machine and the other group was frustrated after scoring 
90 out of a possible 100 points. In that order the,J con-
stituted the group frustrated tar frCIU the goal and 1he 
group frustrated close to the goal. 
A third group, a control, was added to test tor the 
possibility that the experimental task itself constituted 
an interference. If this occurred the amount of the task 
performed, or closeness of approach to the goal, would be 
related to the strength of the aggressive response, even 
without external interference by the tilt light. Each goal-
oriented response would constitute an additional amount of 
interference whiCh would be confounded with the effects of 
the tilt light interference with the goal-oriented task. 
It the task induced aggression, severe doubts would be cast 
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on whether it was truly a goal-oriented task. 
The control group, unlike the experimental groups, 
was allowed to complete, or succeed on the experimental 
trial on the pinball machine. This group may have served 
to counter the possible impression among the experimental 
subjects that th6,1 were all ~ailing the task. It is an 
important condition o~ the Frustration-Aggression Hypothesis 
that the goal-response must have been expected to occur 
be~ore the interference. If the subjects all ~ailed,this 
would have been difficult to induce. 
A pre- and post-test design was used with the two 
experimental and one centro! groups to increase the pre-
cision o~ measurement o~ the dependent variable, aggression. 
All subjects took the various aggression measures before 
and ~ter the experimental procedures on the pinball 
machine. This design controlled statistically and experi-
mentally for individual subject variation on the tests. 
The Method of Matching Subjects in the Experimental 
and Control Groups 
The matching of subjects insured equivalence of the 
experimental and control groups. The subjects were rank 
ordered on the pre-test Extrapunitive scores of the 
Rosenzweig P-F. The three subjects scoring highest were 
assigned to one o~ the three groups with the aid or a 
random numbers table (Arkin, H. and Colton, R. R., 1950). 
The first subject was assigned to group number #1, #2, or 
#3, whichever or these numbers appeared first, upon going 
down the columns or the random numbers table. (Arkin & 
Colton, 1950) The second and third highest subjects were 
similarly assigned to the other two remaining groups. The 
procedure was repeated tor the next three highest subjects, 
and so on, until all ninety subjects were assigned to one 
or the three groups. 
Procedures 
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The children were tested only during class room hours. 
The Pre-Test Procedures 
Children were individually brought to the experimen-
tal room. The children were told, as part of the rationale 
tor the study, that the experimenter was conducting a study 
ot games children liked and enjoyed. Questions were asked 
about favorite outdoor and indoor games and hobbies. Some 
demographic infor.mation was collected that is not relevant 
to the present study. 
The child was then given his or her copy of the 
Rosenzweig P-F and the exper~enter read the standard 
instructions aloud (See Appendix •> and instructed the 
Ch~ld to read the stimulus items aloud, and to dictate 
tbe answers to the experimenter. 
Table 1. Outline of Ex.perim:lntal Procedures .!!!2. Design 
Pre-Test 
Two months (apprax:imately) before 
experimental iniuction 
1. Question children about 
favorite games and hobbies to 
provide a rationale for stuqy. 
2. Rosenzweig Picture-Frustration 
Study is administered. 
3. The Punitive Questionnaire is 
administered. 
Immediately before the experimental 
induction 
4. Dart throwing strength measure 
is administered. 
other Procedures 
Experimental Indue tion 
1. All children have an initial 
successful experience on the pinball 
game and are praised by the experi-
menter. 
2. Group 11 is thwarted after scoring 
90 points out of a possible hundred. 
(Frustrated close to goal group.) 
Group #2 is allowed to complete the 
game successfully. (Unfrustrated 
control group.) 
Group 113 is frustrated after scoring 
20 poilits out of a possible hundred. 
(Frustrated far from goal group.) 
Post-Test 
1. Dart throwing strength 
measure is adminis-
tered. 
2. Rosenzweig P-F is 
administered. 
3. Punitive Questionnaire 
is administered. 
4. Game preference measure 
is administered. 
1. After all Pre-tests are completed and before the eJq>erimental session all children are given coold.es and told 
about further session in which they are to play some games. 
2. The subjects are assigned to e:xperimental and control groups after being matched into 11Triads 11 on the 
Rosenzweig P-F Extrapunitive Scores. 
N-
The experimenter recorded the answers on a special 
tor.m (see Appendix B). A~ skipped items were pointed out 
and usually tilled in ~ediately. On balked or refused 
items the experimenter encouraged the subject to answer, or 
waited until all the other !tans were filled in before 
returning to them. 
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The experimenter next read the standard instructions 
tor the 14-item multiple choice .PUnitive Questionnaire. (see 
Appendix F). The experimenter also gave simpler instruc-
tions to the effect that each item "presents a situation in 
which saneone has done sanetbing. Circle the letter to the 
left of one of the six answers which you think should be 
done back to the person." On this test the children read 
the items silently, working at a table. When they finished 
the questionnaire the experimenter scanned it tor aaissions, 
and the child was sent back to the classroom. The first 
part of the pre-test session took place before Obristmaa. 
To increase rapport the experimenter gave cookies to all 
the children in the study at Christmas time. At this time 
the children told about the forthcoming second session in 
which they were to play some games. 
The dart throwing strength pre-test, the experimental 
frustration of the pinball game, and the various post-tests 
were conducted in a second session. The children were 
tested in the same order as in the first session to maintain 
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a constant time between testings. 
On the dart throwing force measure the children were 
instructed to stand behind a line ten feet away from the 
newsprint pad with the planes stenciled on it. To make the 
task aggressive they were told to pretend that the darts 
were "rockets" with which they were to shoot down the "enemy 
planes". Shots that missed the pad were taken over again. 
After the subject had thrown his ten darts the experimenter 
and the subject counted up the hits. The experimenter 
always congratulated the subject on doing well on a difficult 
taSk irrespective ot the number of' hits actually made. 
Pinball Kachine and Interference Procedures 
After the dart pre-test the experimenter explained 
the operation of the pinball machine. The subject was 
allowed "free play" on the machine until he mastered tbe 
use of the plunger, extra-play flipper, and ball return. 
As the subject played, the experimenter explained the score 
board ani the scoring light and bell associated with it. 
JUst before the subjects started the initial success-
ful play with the machine, they were told that the tilt 
light would go on if the game was joggled or played with 
too roughly. In that event, they were told, the scoring 
light and bell would go dead, the score board would stop 
registering scores, and they would have lost the game. 
The game or experimental task was structured as a 
"race against time" in which they were to try to score 100 
points as quickly as possible. The experimenter served as 
timekeeper holding a large noisy watch at an angle so that 
the subjects could not see the actual time. The subjects 
were started by saying "On your mark, get set, go." 
It" the subject ignored the scoreboard during play 
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the experimenter read orr the scores as earned. This was 
intended to get the subject to pay attention to his distance 
from the goal as represented by the score. When the subject 
scored 100 he was congratulated and told that be had 
"completed the game in four minutes which is excellent tme." 
The actual time usually varied between 3l - 4! minutes. 
Arter the initial success:rul trial the subjects were 
asked, "Bow that you have had more practise don•t you think 
you could beat your own time!" The subjects started the 
experimental trial in the same fashion as the previous 
success trial. 
The tilt light was activated atter scoring 20 or 90 
points respectively for the two experimental groups while 
the control group had another successful run. The experi-
mental group inter:rered with far from the goal took 1 - lt 
minutes to score 20 points. The group interfered with close 
to the goal took 3 - 3i minutes to score 90 points, while 
the control group took 3i or a few seconds longer to 
complete the game again. 
The experimental groups were asked to throw 10 or 
more darts immediately after the tilt light went on, while 
the control groups, upon completion, were congratulated, 
told that they had bettered their own initial t~e by one 
halt a minute, and then asked to throw 10 more darts. No 
explanation was given as to why they were to throw 10 more 
darts because the subjects did not seem curious about this, 
possibly because they had played two times with the pinball 
gwne. It was considered desirable to avoid extraneous dis-
tractions after interference and before the measurement or 
its consequences. 
Post-test Procedures 
All of the tests given before the experimental 
session with the pinball game were given again, introduced 
as "similar to the tests you took before." 
As the children were about to leave the room the 
experimenter asked them., casually "By the way, which of the 
games, the darts or the pinball, did you like better!" 
This constituted the game preference measure. The choice 
was recorded after they lett the room. For fUrther infor-
mation see Appendix H. 
Statistical Analzsis 
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An analysis of variance design that took into account 
the matching or subjects across the experimental and control 
groups and the repeated measures (pre- and post-test) fea-
tures of the experimental procedures was ~ployed tor the 
Rosenzweig P-P (Child For.m) Extrapunitive (E) and Intra-
punitive (I) data. The E and I scores were correlated 
r = -.22 < .05. This type of design is frequently called 
a split-plot randomized-block design. (Cochran and Cox 
1957, pp. 293-305) 
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A split-plot rando~zed group design was used tor the 
dart throwing force measure and the Punitive Questionnaire 
because they were uncorrelated with the P-F E scores, the 
subject matching variable. It was as~ed that under these 
conditions the subject matching variable could be ignored. 
Frequency distribution graphs indicated that all 
scores were skewed (Appendix D). The Freeman-Tukey trans-
for-mation was employed to normalize the distribution. 
(Freeman and Tukey, 1950, Mosteller and Bush, in Lindzey, 
1954, p. 327) Appropriate sub-analyses were employed when 
significance of the appropriated statistical terms permitted. 
A )l~ test of significance was employed tor the game 
preference measure. 
Statistical Prediction 
The group interfered with close to the goal will show 
a greater increase in the number or amount or aggressive 
response from pre-test to post-test when compared to the 
group interfered with far from the goal. The uninterfered 
w~h control group will show no increase in the number or 
amount of aggressive responses from pre-test to post-test. 
In the analysis of variance designs outlined above 
this should lead to a significant interact ion effect 
involving the experimental and control groups over the two 
test trials or "conditions", with the groups :tailing in 
the predicted order. Purther analysis of the significant 
interaction e:tfect should find the interaction means of 
the three groups to be significantly di:tferent from each 
other. 
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CHAPTER III 
RESULTS OF THE DATA ANALYSIS 
Rosenzweig P-F (Ghild Form) Extrapunitive Score Data Analysis 
The hypothesis that interference with goal-oriented 
responses close to the goal produces more Extrapunitive 
responses than interference with goal-oriented responses 
far from the goal was not supported. (Table II.) The 
interaction term, "Groups x Condit ions" which measures the 
possible differential amounts of aggressive response change 
of the groups over test sessions, was not significant when 
tested by the triple interaction "Triads x Groups x 
Conditions''· 
The 1 ack of results following from the analysis of 
the Extrapunitive data suggested employing an analysis of 
covariance in wh.ich the Impunitive scores were regressed 
on the Extrapunitive scores. The Impunitive score is a 
residual category of all items of the Rosenzweig P-F that 
have not been scored either Intrapunitive or Extrapunitive. 
An inspection of Appendix A, in which the mean 
scores of the Rosenzweig P-F (Child For.m) Intrapunitive 
ani Extrapunitive scores are tabled, indicated that two-
thirds of the test scores were not scored as aggressive. 
This raised the question of what effect this amount of 
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TABLE II 
Smou.RY OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE 
ROSENZWEIG P-F EXTRAPUNITIVE SCORES 
Source: ss d.f. )(S F 
Groups: .7103 2 .3552 n.s • 
Conditions: .3345 1 • 3345 n.s. 
Groups x 
1.4156 Conditions: 2 .7078 1.51 n.s. 
Triads: 200.2070 29 6.9037 14.76 p < .01 
Triads x 
Groups: 29.1586 58 .5027 1.07 n.s. 
Triads x 
Conditions: 38.2977 29 1.3206 2.8 p < .01 
Triads x 
Groups x 
Conditions: 27.1324 56 .4678 
Total: 297.2561 179 
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uncontrolled variance found in the non-aggressive, or 
Impunitive scores, had upon the Extrapunitive difference 
scores with which they were correlated r = -.84. The 
question was answered by employing analysis of covariance. 
To s~plify the analysis, difference scores or the pre-test 
scores subtracted from the post-test scores were used. The 
signs of the Impunitive difference scores were reversed to 
produce a positive correlation, which were then analyzed 
using the model for the analysis of covariance of Edwards. 
(1950, pp. 342-346) Graphs of the frequence distribution 
(Appendix J} or difference scores indicated that they were 
normal, meeting the mathematical assumptions for an analysis 
of covariance. Scatter plot diagrams of the Extrapunitive 
and the Intrapunitive difference scores and their relation 
to the Dnpunitive difference scores are also in Appendix J. 
An analysis of variance or the Extrapunitive differ-
ence score data confirms the results of the previous 
analysis of variance of the Extrapunitive scores above. 
(Table III.) There were no significant differences between 
groups. 
A separate analysis of variance or the Dnpunitive 
difference score data (Table IV} indicated that the "Between 
Groups" ter.m is significant, possibly reflecting the con-
verse of the Intrapunitive scores whiCh are also signifi-
cant. The summary table of the analysis is outlined. 
(Table V.) 
TABLE III 
EXTRAPUNITIVE DIFFERENCE SCORE ANALYSIS SUJOURY 
( "1 var iab1e ) 
Source s.s. M.S. d.£. F. 
Between Groups: 12.6o 6.30 2 1.20 n.s. 
Within Groups: 457.50 5.26 87 
Total 470.10 89 
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TABLE IV 
DIPUNITIVE DIFFERENCE SCORE ANALYSIS SUDARY 
(x Variable} 
Source s.s. M.S. d.f. F. 
Between Groups: 63.02 31.51 2 4.51 p (.0.$ 
Within Groups: 607.60 6.98 87 
--~----~----~-------------
Total 89 
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TABLE V 
;r:rSUMllARYTABLE 
Source 
Between Groups : 
Within Groups: 
Total 
23 
440.80 
463.80 
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The adjusted term "Between Groups" is statistically 
nonsignificant. (Table VI.) 
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Analysis of the Rosenzweig P-F (Child Fozm) Intrapunitive Data 
The analysis of the Intrapunitive data did not support 
the hypothesis. (Table VII.) The "Groups x Conditions" 
interaction term was significant when tested in an F ratio 
by the Triple interaction "Triads x Groups x Conditions". 
The term "Triads" was also significant, probably indicating 
1he effects of the matching of subjects across groups. 
The significance of the "Groups x Conditions" inter-
action term permitted further analysis of the canponents of 
til'iS interaction. Tukeyts procedures for comparing indi-
vidual means was employed to test the significance of tbe 
gap between the interaction means of the two exper~ental 
groups and the one control group. (Edwards, 1954, p. 330-
331) The interact ion mean for each group is computed by 
subtractirg the pre-test mean fran the post-test mean for 
each group. The table attached to Table VII of the 
analysis of the Intrapunitive scores indicated that the 
uninterfered with control group interaction mean was sig-
nificantly less tihan that of the two experimental groups. 
The two experimental group interaction means were not 
significantly different trom each other. Analysis of the 
boys and girls data separately showed no differences from 
the combined data analysis reported below. 
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TABLE VI 
COVARIANCE ANALYSIS SUDARY 
Source d • .f'. s.s. M.S. F 
Total: 88 320.76 
Within: 86 319.79 3.71 
Adj. means 
between groups: 2 
-97 .48 n.s. 
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TABLE VII 
SUDU.RY OF' THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF 
P-F INTRAPUNITIVE SCORES AND TlJKEYIS TEST FOR 
THE SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL MEANS 
Source s.s. d.f. ll.S. F' 
Groups: 1.1866 2 .5933 n.s • 
Conditions: • 0010 l .0010 n.s. 
Groups x 
2.9660 Conditions: 5-9320 2 5.98 p < .01 
Triads: 72.1042 29 2.4864 5.01 p < .01 
Triads x Groups: 83.2811 58 1.4.359 2.89 p < .001 
Triads x 
Conditions: 11.5196 29 .3972 n.s. 
Triads x Groups x 
28.7841 Conditions: 58 
-4963 
Total: 202.8086 179 
Tukeyts test for the significance of differences between 
individual means: 
Interaction 
means 
Group 2 
(control) 
--478 
Group l 
(Frustrated 
close to goal) 
+.178 
Group 3 
(Frustrated far 
from goal) 
+.314 
.36 
sig. gap .'36 non-slg. gap 
sig. gap = (t.os) ( ~) c~x) = (1.97) (1.41) (.13) = .36 
Separate analyses of variance (Table VIII) of the 
significance of the mean differences between the pre-test 
and post-test means for each group indicated that the un-
interfered with control group shifted significantly down-
ward over test sessions, while the other groups shifted 
upward slightly, but not significantly. 
The possibility that each group is regressing back 
to their common mean and that this accounted for the sig-
nificance of the "Groups x Conditions" interaction effect 
was not supported by an analysis or variance test of the 
significance of the differences of the pre-test means. 
(Table IX.) The group means was not significantly differ-
ent from each other, indicating that the differences 
between groups were primarily due to the experimental 
treatments. 
A tabular representation of the Rosenzweig P-F 
Extrapunitive and Intrapunitive responses, depicted in 
Appendix K, indicated that there was considerable stability 
ot response from pre-test to post-test of both Extrapunitive 
and Intrapunitive responses for each item. The scores for 
each Extrapunitive and Intrapunitive item across groups 
also appeared reasonably stable. No trend effects, or 
position responses, showed up in this Table. The varying 
numbers of subjects who responded to each item Extrapuni-
tivel~ or Intrapunitively was primarily due to the different 
TABLE VIII 
SU104AHY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF "CONDITIONS" 
(PRE- AND POST-TEST MEANS) FOR 
EACH GROUP SEPARATELY, INTRAPUNITIVE DATA 
GrouE I {lrustratea close to 5oa!l 
Source s.s. a.l. x.s. F 
Among gp. 1: 57.0879 29 1.9685 1.81 p (.01 
Conditions: 1.1052 1 1.1052 2.698 n.s. 
Conditions x 
Subjects: 11.8762 22 ·!!:026 
Total: 70.0727 59 
GrouE 2 {un?rustratea Contro! Group} 
Source s.~. a.l. M.s. F 
Among gp. 2: 35.~818 29 1.2408 3.48 p (.01 
Conditions: 3. 100 1 3.6100 10.12 p ~.01 
Conditions x 
Subjects: 10.3!!70 22 .3568 
Total: 49-9388 59 
GrouE > ~frustrated lar from 5oai 
Source s.!. .l. M.S. F 
Among gp. 3: 62.9354 29 2.1701 3.66 p <.ol 
Conditions: 1.4789 1 1.4789 2.49 n.s. 
Conditions x 
Subjects: 17.1261 22 ·2230 
Total: 81.6104 59 
TABLE IX 
SUDARY OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
OF THE PRE-TEST P-F INTRAPUNITIVE SCORES 
Source s.s. d.:t. M.S. F 
Between Groups: 5.4664 2 2.733 2.755 n.s. 
Triads: 27.4025 29 
-945 n.s. 
Residual: 57.5537 58 ·222 
Total 90.4226 89 
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stimulus values of each item, and not to the experimental 
inductions. In general those items that elicited Extrapuni-
tive responses did not elicit Intrapunitive responses. 
Analysis of the Punitive gMestionnaire Data 
The analysis of this body of data produced no statis-
tically significant results, am did not support the hypoth-
esis. (Table x.) 
A graph of the scores in Appendix L for each item for 
each group separately on both the pre- and post-test sessions 
did not indicate arrr trend ef'fect that might implicate the 
hypothesis. The scores appear stable across groups and 
sessions. 
Analysis of' the Dart Throwing Force Data 
The results of the dart throwing force measure analy-
sis indicated that the interference procedures did not have 
a differential effect on the experimental groups, since the 
"Groups x Conditions" Interaction ter.m was not significant. 
(Table XI.) There was a signif'icant tendency for all groups 
to throw darts harder on the post-test session than in the 
pre-test session, seen in the significant "Conditions" 
effect. 
The 1 ack of results following from the analysis of 
the dart throwing force measure of aggressive responses 
suggested analyzing the effects of the experimental inter-
TABLE X 
SUDARY OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE 
PUNITIVE QUESTIONNAIRE DATA 
Source s.s. d.f. M.S. F 
Groups: 9.1594 2 4·5797 2.03 n.s. 
Between subjects 
196.2908 in the same group: 87 2.2562 (Error term) 
Conditions: .3735 1 .3735 
Groups x 
Conditions: .1105 2 .0552 n.s. 
Pooled Subjects x 
43.7777 87 .5039 Conditions: 
Total 249.7119 179 
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TABLE XI 
SUJOI.ARY OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE 
DART THROWING FORCE M.EASURE 
source s.s. d.r. M.S. F 
Groups: 61.78 2 30.89 n.s. 
Among s•s in 
5784.12 the same group: 87 66.48 
Conditions: 13.74 1 13.74 6.27 p (.05 
Groups x 
7.42 1.69 n.s. Conditions: 2 3.71 
Pooled Subjects 
x Condit ions: 120.11 87 2.19 
Total 6058.18 179 
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terence on the accuracy of dart throwing. (Table XII.) A 
dart was considered to have hit a plane if' the hole le.ft by 
the dart was touching or within the stenciled line consti-
tuting the boundary o.f the plane. The extremely low mean 
accuracy scores indicated the difficulty o.f the task, and 
did not suggest any differential effects attributable to 
the experimental inductions. 
A graph (Appendix K) of' the sum of' dart scores f'or 
each group on each dart throw for both pre- and post-
sessions indicated that there was no trend or pattern of' 
f'orce of throwing that differentiated the groups. There 
were f'ew dif.ferences of dart throwing force on the post-
test session when compared to the pre-test session. 
Analysis o.f the Game Preference Measure Data 
The X.~ significance test of the number of subjects 
in each group who prefered the darts ower the pinball game 
did not support the hypothesis that inter.ference with 
responses of' the pinball task close to the goal led to 
greater preference of' the dart throwing strength measure 
than .frustration of the pinball game far f'rom the goal, or 
that either group was dif'.ferent .from the control group in 
any significant f'ashion. (Table XIII.) It did show that 
the subjects in all groups prefen'ed the pinball game over 
tm darts. 
TABLE XII 
PRE- AND POST-TEST MEANS OF THE NUMBER OF PLANES HIT 
IN THE DART THROWING FORCE MEASURE BY THE 
EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 
Group 1 Group 3 
(Frustrated Group 2 (Frustrated f'ar 
Session close to goal) (control) f'rom goal) 
.ll, Pre- l.ll .11 
Post- .123 ~ .133 .126 
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TABLE XIII 
FREQUENCY OF PREFERENCE FOR THE PINBALL GAME 
VERSUS DART THROWING 
Group 1 Group 3 
(Frustrated (Frustrated far Group 2 
Preference close to goal) .from goal) (control) 
12: 
Dart 3 ~I Pinball 27 
-x'l. = 1. 97 d. f. - 2 p ) • 50 
CHAPI'ER IV 
DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS 
The hypothesis of the present study followed from 
the theoretical assumptions of the Goal-Gradient Hypothesis 
that the strength of goal-oriented responses increases as a 
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function of the closeness to the goal and from the theoreti-
cal assumptions of the Frustration-Aggression HYpothesis 
that the stronger the goal-oriented responses interfered 
with, the stronger will be the resultant aggressive responses. 
The hypothesis stated that: 
If a goal-oriented behavior is interfered with 
Close to a goal, stronger aggressive responses 
will occur than if a goal-oriented behavior is 
interfered with far from a goal. 
There were no results in this study which supported 
the hypothesis. 
The statistical predictions stated that -- the group 
interfered with close to the goal will show a greater in-
crease in the number or amount of aggressive responses from 
pre- to post-test than the group interfered with far from 
the goal. The uninterfered with control group will show no 
increase in the number or amount of aggressive responses 
from pre- to post-test. In the analysis or variance designs 
this would have led to a significant interaction effect 
involving the two experimental groups and the control group 
over the two test trials or "Conditions" with the groups 
falling in the predicted order. Further analysis would 
have indicated that the interaction means or the groups 
were significantly different from each other. 
In the instance or the grune preference measure it 
had been predicted that the experimental group interfered 
with close to the goal would show the greatest frequency 
of preference ror the dart throwing, the group interfered 
with far from the goal a lesser rrequenc.1 or preference 
for the dart throwing, and the uninterrered with control 
group the least frequency or preference for the dart 
throwing. The /....'1.. significance test failed to show any 
difference between the frequencies or choice of the two 
interfered with exper~ental groups, or between the exper-
imental groups and the control group. All groups strongly 
preferred the pinball game, possibly because or its flash-
ing lights, ringing bell, and numerous levers and plungers. 
The Punitive Questionnaire also failed to support 
the hypothesis or to meet the requirements or the statis-
tical predictions ror the analysis or variance designs, 
since it produced no statistically significant results. 
This may have occurred because it has a low reliability 
coefficient of r = .63 whiCh limits its possible validity. 
An inspection of the terms indicated that most or them 
were concerned with adult and peer group norms violation, 
5o 
not with the consequences of interference or frustration. 
The instructions were unclear to the subjects and had to 
be supplemented with simpler ones more appropriate for the 
age group studied. 
The dart throwing force measure similarly failed to 
support the hypothesis. It had been predicted that the 
subjects interfered with close to the goal of scoring 100 
points on the pinball machine would show a greater increase 
in dart throwing force as measured by the number of pages 
of the dart pad penetrated, from pre- to post-test, than 
the group interfered with far :f'rcm the goal. The control 
group would show no iDDrease in dart throwing force. The 
results indicated that all groups tended to throw harder 
in the post-test than in the pre-test. The highly con-
trolled performance required by this test, attempting to 
hit small pictures of planes on a fairly distant target, 
may have prevented frustration-induced invigoration effects 
from showing up. An unskilled aggressive motoric task, 
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for example punching a button or shoving a lever, may have 
been less subject to control than dart throwing, a fine 
muscle task. The analysis of the dart accuracy scores, 
another measured interference with a complex motor activity, 
railed to show any results. No trend effects were observed. 
The Rosenzweig P-F (Child For.m) data did not support 
the hypothesis tested in this study but did produce results 
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that supported the Frustration-Aggression Hypothesis, as it 
related to the effects of inhibition on the nature of the 
aggressive response. It had been predicted that interference 
close to the goal would produce greater increases in the 
number of Extrapunitive and Intrapunitive responses than 
interference far from the goal. The control group would 
show no increase in Extrapunitive or Intrapunitive responses. 
The analysis of the Intrapunitive data, a measure of 
self-aggressive responses, indicated that interference with 
the pinball game by the tilt light produced more aggressive 
responses than non-interference, supporting the Frustration-
Aggression HYpothesis. This implied that aggression was 
successfully induced by interference, even though the effects 
of the distance from the goal of the interference had no 
effect. This casts doubt on the validity of the goal-gradient 
hypothesis. The failure of the Extrapunitive data, a measure 
of outwardly-directed fantasy aggressive responses, to sup-
port the results of the Intrapunitive data analysis implied 
that the P-F is not immune to the effects af aggressive 
response inhibition. The fact that it was the Intrapunitive 
responses that were sensitive to the interference procedures 
oonfor.ms to the Frustration-Aggression Hypothesis correlary 
discussed earlier, namely that inhibited overt aggression 
produces aggressive responses to the self. Having the sub-
jects dictate their P-F responses to the experimenter, an 
adult authority, may also have induced inhibition. Self-
aggression, might have been produced by the instructions 
on the operation of the tilt light, since the subjects 
had been told that the tilt light would go on if they 
joggled the board or played too roughly with the pinball 
game, implying that they were at fault for tbe operation 
of the tilt light. 
With the exception of the P-F E and I score data, 
which correlated r = -.22, p ( .o5, none of the other 
measures bore a~ relationship to each other, indicating 
that the tests were not measuring a common variable. Most 
of the measures were either inappropriate for measuring 
the self-aggressive responses induced, or generally 
inappropriate for measuring the strength of aggressive 
responses, because of low reliability or validity. The 
addition of a projective measure, better able to bypass 
the effects of aggression inhibition, is suggested by 
these results. 
While the results of this study support the 
Frustration-Aggression Hypothesis and some of its corre-
laries, it fails to support the Goal-Gradient HYpothesis, 
because no differential effects of interference near to 
and far from the goal were observed. 
There is the possibility that the subjects in this 
study were responding not only to the positive goal of 
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scoring 100 on the pinball machine, but also to the nega-
tive goal of scoring 0 or failing on the pinball machine, 
thus forming both an approach gradient and an avoidance 
gradient respectively. If this occurred, interference 
with the pinball game by the tilt light after scoring 20 
(a point far fran the positive goal yet close to the 
negative goal) as opposed to interference after scoring 
90 (a point close to the positive goal but far from the 
negative goal) would have produced aggressive responses 
of approximately equal strength, since the interfered 
with goal-approaching and goal-avoiding responses would 
also have been of equal strength. 
The operation of grading systems in schools is 
perfectly designed to induce this ''whip" and "carrot" 
effect. Students are punished ror failure and rewarded 
for success. The generalization or this training to tbe 
pinball game is a reasonable possibility. Individual 
differences may operate in that some people are primarily 
responding to avoidance of punishment of failure, while 
others are responding to the approach of success and its 
associated rewards. Appropriate knowledge or tbe previous 
training of the individual child in responding to these 
two types of stimulation could lead to a better test of 
the present hypothesis and the goal-gradient theory under-
lying it, by experimentally controlling for this variable. 
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Several conclusions can be drawn from the discussion 
of the results. One underlying assumption of the hypothesis 
tested in this study, that response strength increases as a 
fUnction of the closeness to the goal, was not supported, 
casting doubt on the validity of the Goal-Gradient Hypothesis. 
The other underlying assumption of the present hypothesis, 
that interference with goal-oriented responses produces 
sane farm of the aggressive response, was upheld, providing 
further support for the Frustration-Aggression Hypothesis. 
Fear of punishment in the subjects probably led to the 
inhibition of overt for.ms of the aggressive response. The 
inhibition of aggressive responses, and the self-blame 
inducing directions on the operation of the tilt light 
interference, led to a covert for.m of the aggressive 
response directed toward the self as measured by the P-F 
Intrapunitive data. These results support certain corre-
laries of the Frustration-Aggression Hypothesis relevant 
to inhibited for.ms of the aggressive response. The other 
measures af aggressive response strength failed to measure 
this type or response because they were either unreliable, 
invalid, or not designed to measure the self-aggression 
induced in this study. 
CHAPTER V 
Sl'J4J4ARY 
The hypothesis of this study was derived from the 
Goal-Gradient Hypothesis of Hull, whiCh states, that goal-
oriented responses strengthen as the goal is approached, 
ani the Frustration-Aggression Hypothesis of Dollard am 
Doob, et al., which states that interference with a goal-
oriented response constitutes a frustration, leading to 
aggressive responses. The hypothesis of the present 
study stated that frustration of a goal-oriented behavior 
close to the goal leads to stronger aggressive responses 
than frustration of a goal-oriented behavior far from 
its goal. 
A previous study by Haner and Brown supported this 
hypothesis to the degree that their measure of the aggres-
sive response, strength of lever pushing, was truly a 
measure of a frustration-induced aggressive response, 
as opposed to a frustration-induced invigoration of 
response. 
The present study included fantasy, attitude, motor, 
and preference measures of aggressive response strength. 
All measures of aggressive response strength were given 
before and after the exper~ental frustration to increase 
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the precision or measuranent. 
The goal-oriented task selected for the present 
study was a toy pinball machine which scored from 0 to 100 
points. All subjects were given a success trial in which 
they were perm! tted to soore 100. On the experimental trial 
one group was frustrated after scoring 90 points, another 
group was frustrated atter scoring 20 points. The former 
constituted the group frustrated close to the goal, the 
latter the group frustrated tar from the goal. An untrus-
trated control group was allowed to succeed on its second 
trial. Frustration was accomplished with a concealed, 
experimenter-operated tilt light which the subjects were 
led to believe operated it thq played too roughly with 
the game. The subjects lost the game of "racing t:!me" 
to score 100 it the tilt light went on. 
The three groups of subjects employed in this study 
were fourth graders, of which there were 30 to a group. 
The subjects were matched on the pre-test Extrapunitive 
scores or the Rosenzweig Picture-Frustration Study. 
The subjects were tested indiv1dually in two ses-
sions, the first occurring sane months befere the second, 
experimental frustration session. In the first session 
the subjects were questioned about favorite games and 
hobbies to establish that the study was concerned with 
pla'Y and games. The Rosenzweig P-F and the Punitive 
Questionnaire were also administered in this session. In 
the second session the Pre-Test Dart Throwing FOrce measure 
was administered immediately before the experimental trials 
on the pinball machine. All tests were readministered 
~ediately after the exper~ental session. An additional 
"after-only" measure was also administered in which the 
Children were asked which game they liked better, the darts 
or the pinball machine. Frustration of the pinball game 
was predicted to lower the subjects• preference for it. 
Frequency distribution graphs of all the tests 
except the game preference measure showed considerable 
positive skewness. To meet the assumptions of analysis 
of variance statistics, the Freeman-Tukey transformation 
was employed. 
Two analyses of variance designs were employed to 
test the hypothesis. One of them, which took into account 
the matching of subjects across the experimental and con-
trol groups, was used for the Rosenzweig P-F Extrapunitive 
and Intrapunitive data. The Punitive ~estionnaire and 
the Dart Throwing Force measures showed no relation to the 
Extrapunitive matching variable, so a design notinvolvi~ 
matching was used for them. 
The results of the study did not support the hypoth-
esis. In no instance did the experimental group frustrated 
close to the goal become more aggressive than the group 
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frustrated far tram the goal. On the Intrapunitive data 
the experimental groups bec~e significantly more aggres-
sive than the control group. 
It was concluded that self-blame was induced by 
the failure on the pinball task. The three group means 
ot t~ Pre-test Intrapunitive scores were not round to be 
significantly different fran each other, reducing the 
possibility that the groups were statistically regressing 
to a common mean, and thereby producing the above results. 
The analysis or the pUnitive Questionnaire data 
implied that it was irrelevant as a measure ot aggression 
induced by the present experimental procedures. 
The Dart Throwing Fbrce data also produced no rela-
van t significant results. It was possible tba t the 
complex, controlled performance required on this task 
may have interfered w:U; h acy frustration-induced tendency 
to throw the darts harder following frustration. The 
possibility that the experimental frustration interfered 
with the accuracy of dart throwing was not supported. 
The game preference measure indicated an over-
whelming preference tor the pinball game over the dart 
throwing, but no differential preferences attributable 
to the experimental frustration were found. 
That frustration far from and close to the goal 
f'ail.ed to operate may be due to failure in the induction. 
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It was also suggested that the subjects might be responding 
to two goals, one positive and the other negative, thus 
forming two gradients. Interference near the beginning, 
or negative goal, would have the same consequences as 
interference near the positive goal, or completion of 
the task. 
Implications for further research are inherent in 
the abovementioned formulation. 
The results of this study, indicated that the Goal-
Gradient HYPothesis was not supported under the present 
experimental conditions with the particular sample of 
subjects lE ed. The operation of the Goal-Gradient Hypoth-
esis is assumed by several theoretical models. Failure 
of the Goal-Gradient Hypothesis to operate in this study 
implies that further research should be performed to 
determine the conditions under which it validly applies 
to human behavior. 
The results of this study support the Frustration-
Aggression Hypothesis, and some of its correlarie s pertain-
ing to inhibited covert, forms of the aggressive response. 
The fact tba t the children were working in the presence 
of' an adult, a person of greater power, probably led to 
inhibition of overt aggressive responses. The di.rections 
on the operation of the tilt light probably produced self-
aggression as measured by the P-F Intrapun1tive scores, 
6o 
rather than any other :Corm or aggression. Analysis or the 
other measures or aggression indicated that they were not 
valid measures af the :Corm or aggression induced in th:ts 
study. The covert nature or the variables induced implied 
that a projective test measure, better able to bypass 
inhibition, would have been a desirable addition to the 
test battery used. 
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APPENDICES 
APPENDIX A 
Means and Standard Deviations of the mbree Groups, 
Pre- and Post-test, for all Tests 
Transformed and Raw Data 
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Appendix A 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS, TRANSFORVIED DATA 
PUNITIVE QUESTIONNAIRE 
G~oup 1 Group 2 Group 3 
Tl T2 Tl T2 Tl T2 
4-23 4-17 4.60 4-43 4-77 4.71 
3.86 3.88 4.23 4.08 4-35 4-31 
Dart Throwing Force 
43-44 43-49 44·46 45.03 44-14 45.19 
43.30 43.31 44.28 44-77 44.12 45.21 
Rosenz~eig P-F Intrapunitive 
3.05 3.22 3·44 2.97 2.85 3.17 
2.70 2.91 3.00 2.61 2.55 2.89 
Rosenzweig P-F Extrapunitive 
3-75 4-09 3.88 3.81 3·11 3-77 
3.50 3.80 3.60 3.44 3.42 3-50 
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N = 30 for all groups 
T1= Pre-test 
T2= Post-test 
Group 1 - group frustrated close to goal 
" 2 -.unfrustrated control group 
" 3 - group frustrated for from goal 
lt = mean 
~x = standard deviation 
-~ 
.rx 
-X 
crx 
X 
crx 
-X 
d'X 
Appendix A 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS, RAW DATA 
PUNITIVE QUESTIONNAIRE 
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 
T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 
4.30 4.33 5.13 4.80 5.43 5.33 
11.93 14.31 14.33 13.22 12.78 13.44 
Dart Throwing Force 
479.17 479·3 500.70 511.83 497.13 521.73 
731.46 655.87 674.27 596.62 828.69 993.90 
Rosenzweig P-F Intrapunitive 
2.33 2.47 2.63 2.00 1.90 2.5 
8.33 8.69 7-55 . 7.08 8.41 9.67 
R~ enzweig P-F Extrapunitive 
3.57 4.17 3.73 3.43 3.40 3.53 
14.12 14.43 14.07 11.20 10.45 14.05 
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APPENDIX B 
)K2 of Sex Ratios of Groups 
Appendix B 
'"X. 2 OF SEX RATIOS OF GROUPS 
To test for the possibility that the experimental 
results, or lack of them is due to differential numbers of 
boys and girls in the various groups, a 'X 2 analysis of the 
sex ratios in the 2 experimental and 1 control group is 
tabled below. A sign test for group 2, which seems to have 
the greatest discrepancy of boys to girls, also shows no 
significant results even at p ( .2.5. 
Numbers of Boys and Girls in Each of the Groups 
1 2 
J4 1.5 18 
Sex of Subjects 
F 1.5 12 
30 30 
2 = 
.63 df. 2 
Group 1 = frustrated close to goal 
Group 2 = untrustrated control 
Group 3 - frustrated far from goal -
M. = Kales 
F = Females 
3 
16 
14 
30 
p 
49 
41 
90 
) • 70 - .80 
Sign Test of Group 2 - ~ significant at p ( .2.5 
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APPENDIX C 
Intercorrelations and Rel1ab111t1es 
o£ Test Instruments 
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Appendix C 
INTERCORRELATIONS AND RELIABILITIES 
OF TEST INSTRUMENTS 
Rosenzweig P-F 
Extrapunitive 
Test Retest 
Extra. Reliabilityl 
puni- Extra. ~ Intra. 
tive 
r = .82 - .84 
Intra- Inter-rater 
puni- Agreement2 
tive 92~ 
Intrapunitive Pun. Q. 
r • -.22 
Same as Extra- r = .0972 
punitive 
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Darts 
Puni-
tive 
Ques-
tion-
naire 
Split-Half r = .0001 
Reliability3 
r = .63 
Darts 
Odd-Even 
Reli-
ability2 
r = .95 
1F. N. Cox, "The Rosenzweig Picture-Frustration Study 
(Child Form)," Austral. J. Psychol., 1957, 9, 141-148. 
2present Study. 
3w. H. Lyle and E. E. Levitt, "Parental Authoritarian-
ism and Child Punitiveness," J. Abnorm. Soc. Psychol., 1955, 
51, 42-46. -- ----
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APPENDIX D 
Raw Score Frequency Distribution Graphs 
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APPENDIX E 
1. Rosenzweig P-F Study 
(Form for Children) 
2. Additional Instructions 
3. P-F Answer Sheet 
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Name Age Birthday 
--------------------------------
------ --------------
Address Grade 
----------------------------- ---------------------------
Institution Present Date 
----------------------------
ROSENZWEIG P-F STUDY 
(Form for Children) 
Instructions 
We are going to play a game. Here are some pictures of 
people doing and saying different things. Look at the pictures one 
at a time. One person is always shown talking. Read what that 
person is saying. Then write in the empty space what you think 
the boy or girl in the picture would answer. The answer you give 
should be the first thing you think of. Work as fast as you can. 
Copyright, 1948, by Saul Rosenzweig 
I gave the 
last one to 
your brother 
I didn't mean 
to tell on you. 
Give back 
my scooter. 
I'm sorry I 
cannot fix 
your truck. 
2 
4 
[f I were a rich 
:nan I could buy 
lhat doll for 
I 
ou. 
You are a 
bad child. 
You picked 
You are too 
little to 
play with us. 
You broke my 
best doll. 
•HIIIIfu 
,, 
6 
I won the I'm sorry I 
game. These had to send 
are mine. you to bed. 
Be quiet! 
You are 
Mother wants 
to sleep. 
a sissy. 
12. 
I caught 
you at it 
this time. 
Did you hurt 
yourself? 
What are 
you doing? 
The baby 
should not 
have taken 
your ball. 
We are going 
out. Go to 
sleep. 
Your bed is 
wet again. 
You are more 
of a baby 
than your 
little 
brother. 
19 
I'm not going 
to ask you to 
my birthday 
party. 
I'm sorry. 
I pushed 
your marble 
by mistake. 
• 0 
0 oO 0 
18 
I'm going to 
keep the swing 
all afternoon. 
,,, 
··'·' ,,, 
It's too 
bad that the 
soup is cold 
"' 
Ill 
'
,, 
•• 
23 
You are late 
for school. 
Your hands 
are not 
clean. You 
must wash 
them before 
you take a 
book. 
2.4 
15 
ADDITIONAL INSTRUCTlPNS 
Read aloud what this person says (expertmenter 
pointing at frustrating figure in cartoon) and tell 
me what this person says back (pointing at 
frustrated figure). 
on 
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APPENDIX F 
1. PUnitive Questionnaire 
2. Additional Instructions 
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ame·--------~--------~ Class. _____ Date. ____ hour of' Te t~-
This is an opinion test in which you are asked to tell what should b.., 
done about certain situa.tionso On the following pages you will find four-
teen (14) situations describedc At the end of each description there is a 
question which you are t.o answer in the following wayc below each description 
are six (6) possible ang:vers. Choose the one which you think is be t 
and draw a circle around the letter to the left of' that an ero Choo 
only one answer for each situationo Be sure to circle a letter for each 
si tua tiGl, There are no right or wrong answers to this tee to What is 
wanted is your personal opinion~ 
1., Betty is sent to the store by her mother and told to come home 1mmediately
0 On the ~ home, she meets a friend and they p~ together for almost n 
houro What should Betty's mother do when Betty gets home? 
a ., Send Betty and bar !'riend together 11 and play toget ner at Batty' houseo 
b., Give her a spanking. 
co She should talk to her about it and tell her to come right home 
and then go play with her friends. 
do Betty's mother <>hould give her a good talking to. 
eo She should be put to bed without aiJY dinnero 
f'" Explain to Betty that she should learn to follow directionso 
2o Mary used to help her mother with the dishes every night. Lately, however 
she makes all kinds of excuses to get out of helpingo What should Mar.y•s 
mother do? 
ao ASk Mar.y why she doesn't like to do the dishes. 
bo Give her a spanking. 
Co Her mother shouldn't let her do some things she wants to do. 
d~ I think that it's her life, and if she didn't want to help, all righto 
eo She should ask her where she is going. 
fo She cannot leave her house until she does the dishes~ 
3" Ralph 1 s father has to_d him that he must not play with the boy next door o 
But when his father is not home, Ralph disobe.ys him and plays with this 
boy,. One day, his father cornea home early and catches him playing with 
the boy o What should the father do! 
So Scold him and put him to bedo 
bo Spank him for di obeyingo 
Co He should make Ralph stay in his own ~rdo 
do Tell him not to 'o it againo 
eo Tell him to play with other neigh bora. 
f Ask him why he disobayedo 
4 J ck and Jim ar fighting on th playground., Th teach r coos out and 
stop th fight~ t should sh do next? 
a .. She should find out why the fight startedo 
b~ Send ~em in and make them do a subject that they don't likeo 
c., Do nothing o 
d., Make them stay in all noon hours for a weeko 
ee Scold them and end them to the room ~ 
r 0 Tell them not to do it again ~ 
5o Marjorie's mother is trying to teach her to be neat around the hous ., 
In spite of what her mother s~s, Marjorie goes on throwing her clothe 
on the floor and making a mess with her tOJis.. What should Marjori~ th~ ~\.­
do? 
a o Take all her to:rs away f'rom hero 
b., Take away a pri ileg&o 
c ~ .Make her pick t·1em up and put them away" 
do '.Iell her to pic.t up her toys until she gets tired of hearing ito 
e., Her mother should punish hero 
f., Do nothingo 
6o Sandra is sitting at home in the living room playing with her paper doll o 
Her little sister r~s over and grabs one or the dresses for her paper 
doll and tears it in·) pieceso Sandra crif3s and runs to tell hat mother 
what has happenedo fhat should Sandra's mother do? 
a., Scold her aiste~, 
b, Send the sister to her room and make her stay thereo 
c ., Give Sandra's llttle sister some paper dollso 
do Give her a whip::>ing and tell her not to do it anymore o 
eo Play where the ittle sister can't reach the dollso 
f ~ Explain to Sand1t"a that her siSter didn't know becanse she is just ;young., 
7., Wilfred who is in th third grade has pretended to kick his teacher a 
she walked down the '3tairs., His friends laugh at this but the teacher 
does not see him o t :- Green, the principal, does see him ., What should 
Mro Green do? 
a., Do nothingo 
bo Gjve him a spandng 
c o Gi him a "Ood talking to ., 
do '.Iell the teacbe that he is pretending to kick her .. 
e . Make him stay i for re esa 
r : '.Iell him not to do that ~ 
8 is ery good t r:ames, but sh ne er nts to pl y unl ah c n 
th le d The othe children nt he to p y, but don't lik th 
of r being 1 dar all the tim , What should they do? 
a Th y should explain to her that thoy like to be th le der ju t 
well as she do s so they should take turneo 
b~ 1811 the teach to tr,y to suggest something to help th mo 
co They shouldn 1 t let her play with them t all unles sh doe n • t 
want to be leao ro 
do They should s her to take turnsu 
eo Make her play the p,ame without being 1 der. 
fo Don't play with her~ 
9 o Johnp twelve years old.P has n brother, Jinnniell who is o years ;younger 
One day while returning from school he sees a neighbor boy who is two 
years older than his brother run up and hit hie younger brothe o at 
should John do1 
a o Go over and tell him to quit it or he l'I'Ould sock him one o 
b" Hit him backo 
co Gi T8 him a spanking .. 
do Go tell his mothero 
ec Break it up .. 
f .. Find out why th ighbor boy did ito 
lOo JiMJniep who is sewn-years-old is sitting on the noor building 
tower out of bloc s hen his younger broth knocks the to downo 
What should Jimmie do? 
a~ Don't pay n1 attention~ 
bo GiTe him a spankingo 
Co He should let his younger brother play with the ~ocks too. 
do J e should nock so ething down of hie brother's and ee ho he 
likes it., 
e, Play so splace else~ 
r .. 1811 his moth to scold himo 
11. Buddy, a six-year-old ba,yll had a nickel and a penny in his hando His 
parents felt sure that the six cents had been taken from his mot r 
purse.. at should they do? 
a Q Talk to Buddy o 
bo Ask him if it as taken from his motherl5 purseo 
Co Not let him have ny money to spendo 
do 'lhey should spank himo 
eo lhey should ta.k the money a y from him .. 
f Ask him wber he got the nick 1 and the penqyo 
S is ery good t , e but sh ne er nts to pl y ml s 
th 1 d r The o her children . nt h to play, but don't lik 
a o h r being 1 der all the time., What should they do? 
a 'Ih y hould expl in to her that th y like to be the lea er u t s 
well as sho do s so they s ould take turn o 
b~ Tell the te ch to tr,y to suggest something to help themo 
c They shouldn't 1 t h pl y with them at all unles sh doesn't 
want to be lea r o 
do They should as her to take turnso 
eo 1 ke her pl the game without being lellder o 
fo Don't play with hero 
9o John, twelve years oldp has a brother Jimmie, who is two year young ro 
One day while returning from s~hool he sees a neighbor boy who i two 
years older than his brother run up and hit his younger brother o t. 
should John do'g 
ao Go over and tell him to quit it or he ould sock him oneo 
bo Hit him cko 
co Give him a spanking o 
do Go tell hi nother .. 
0 Break it up 
f o Find out why th ntighbor boy did ito 
lOo J~iep who 1 se n-years-old i sitting on the tloor building a 
tower out of blocks hen his younger broth knocks the tower dcnmo 
Vlha t should Jitr!I!Ii do? 
a~ Don't F y an1 ttention 
b 0 Gi him sp nkingo 
Co He should let his younger brother play with the b,.locks too,. 
do J e should knock something down of his brothe~s and e h he 
likes it 
Play someplace else~ 
f 11 his mother to scold himo 
11. Buddy, a six-y ar-old boy, had a nickel and a penny in his hando His 
p rents felt sur that the six cents had been taken from his mot rs 
purseo What hould they do? 
a 'Ialk to ddy .. 
bo Ask him if it s taken from his mother'a purseo 
Co Not let him h ve any money to spend 
do They should sp nk himo 
e.. They should the money awq from himo 
f Ask him where he got the nickel and the pennyo 
0 
PLEASE NOTE : This page is ditto copy with faint type . 
Filmed as received . 
UNIVERSITY MICROFILMS, INC . 
ADDITIONAL INSTRUCTIONS 
Up here is a situation in which someone has 
done something. D own here are six possible answers 
as to what should be done about the situation. 
Circle the letter to the left ot the answer that 
you think is best, that should be done back to the 
person. 
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APPENDIX G 
Dart Throwing StrengthMeasure 
Instructions 
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DART THROWING STRENGTH ~URE INSTRUCTIONS 
This is a game called "Rockets and Planes." 
Pretend that these (darts) are rockets that you are 
shooting at those enemy planes. You shoot these in 
the order 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, from behind 
this line. If you miss the pad completely you can 
take the shot over again. 
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APPENDIX H 
Grune Preference Measure 
GAKE PREFERENCE QUESTION 
Which of the two games, the pinball or the 
darts, did you like better? 
83 
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APPENDIX I 
Pinball Game Instructions 
PINBALL GAME INSTRUCTIONS 
1. "Free Play" Period. (Danonstration and Explanation) 
You crank the ball through here (ball return) and 
put it up here with this lever (ball positioner). Pull 
the plunger and it shoots up on the board. Each time 
it hits one of those posts the bell rings, this light 
goes on and it scores up here. This replay flipper 
allows you to score more without bl ving to crank the 
ball through, flip it up, and use the plunger again. 
(The Subjects then practice using the machine.) 
2. Success Trial. (Started when the subjects seemed to 
be skilltul at playing the game.) 
Would you like to play a game now? Let me explain 
one more thing. This is a tilt light, just like on 
the big machines. It goes on if the game is joggled 
or played with too roughly. If it goes on, the 
scoring light and bell go off and the score board 
won•t operate, and you lose the game. The purpose 
of this game is to get to 100 as quickly as possible. 
It is a race against time. I•ll be the timekeeper. 
Are you ready? On your mark, get set, go. 
3. After complet 1ng the game. 
Very good. You made it in about four minutes 
which is excellent time. Now that you have had more 
practise don't you think you could beat your own 
time? £re you ready? On your mark, get set, go. 
4. Ex.perimental Group instructions after tilt light is 
activated with the concealed .foot lever. 
The tilt light is on. Why don•t you throw 10 
more darts? 
5. Control group instructions after finishing the second 
game. 
Very good. You made it in 3 l/2 minutes which is 
excellent time. You took 1/2 a minute off your old 
time. Why don•t you throw 10 more dartst 
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APPENDIX J 
1. Scatter Plot Diagram of the Extrapunitive 
and Impunitive Difference Scores. 
2. Frequency Distributions of Extrapunitive 
Difference Scores and lmpunitive Differ-
ence Scores. 
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APPENDIX J 
SCATTER-PLOT DIAGRAM OF EXTRAPUNITIVE AND IMPUNITIVE 
Dl FFE R ENCE SCORES 
=Score of group frustrated close to gool 
o = Score of unfrustroted control group 
x =Score of group frustrated for from goal 
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Appendix J 
FreQuency Distributions of Extrapunitive Difference Scores (Right) and lmpunitive Difference Scores (Left) 
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APPENDIX K 
Rosenzweig P-F Study Extrapunitive 
and Intrapunitive Responses on 
Items 1-24 Pre- and Post-Test 
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Nsber of Responses to Each Extrapunitive (E) and Intrapunitive (I) 
It.em ot the Boaenznig P..F tor Pre-test (l) and Post-test (2) 
Items 1-12 l 2 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9 10 ll 12 
Pre-test (l) & Poet-test ( 2) l 2 l 2 l 2 l 2 1 2 l 2 1 2 1 2 l 2 l 2 1 2 1 2 
Frustrated close to E 8 8 18 18 11 9 1 0 0 0 j 2 0 4 2 1 4 8 0 0 5 6 9 9 
Goal Group gp.1 I 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 15 12 ll 10 l l 2 9 1 0 0 0 
Untrustrated gp. 2 £ 5 7 13 17 8 7 2 2 0 0 7 2 0 0 4 2 7 s 2 1 l 1 10 9 
Control Group I 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 12 1) 11 l 0 s 6 1 0 0 0 
Frustrated far from E 4 6 lS 13 7 7 1 l 1 1 0 4 0 0 0 1 6 9 0 3 2 3 6 10 
Goal Group gp. 3 I 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 01514 9 7 0 1 7 lO 1 0 0 0 
Itnls 1.3-24 13 14 1$ 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
Pre-test (l) & Poet-test (2) l .2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 l 2 1 2 1 2 l 2 
Frustrated cloe to E 10 12 0 2 0 1 Il 5 1 1 7 s 1 h s h i6 22 l. 0 2 2 ) 1 
Goal Group gp.l I 3 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 6 9 0 0 0 01820 3 s 0 1 
Un.trustrated gp. 2 '8 911 0 0 0 0 s 2 0 012 9 4 3 2 2 19 16 0 0 1 2 1 0 
Control Group I 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 9 0 0 0 0 19 16 s ) 0 0 
Frustrated far gp. 3 E 1112 0 1 0 0 3 3 0 2 6 8 s 2 3 3 19 19 1 0 6 3 2 2 
from Goal Group I 1 5 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 s 8 0 0 0 0 14 17 3 11 0 0 
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APPENDIX L 
Graphs of Number of Punitive ~estionnaire Responses 
on Items 1-14 Pre- and Post-Test 
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Appendix L. 
Group frusta ted for from the goal (3) • Punitive Questiona1re • Graph of frequency of response on items 1-14, Pre-and Post- Test 
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Appendix L. 
Group frustroted close to the goal (I) • Punitive Questionaire • Graph of frequency of response on items 1-14, Pre- ond Post-Test 
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Appendix L. 
Unfrustoted Control Group(2) • Punitive Questionoire • Graph of frequency of response on items 1-14, Pre- and Post- Test 
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APPENDIX K 
Graphs of Dart Force Scores for 
Groups 1, 2, 3, Pre- and Post-Tests for each of 
the 10 Trials within Each of the Test Sessions 
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Appendix M 
Dart Throwing Force Measure Scores Pre-and Post-test Trials 1-10. 
Group trustrated close to the goal (I) 
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Appendix M 
Dart Throwing Forces Measure Scores, Pre -and Post- test, Tr1als 1-10. 
Unfrustrated Control- group ( 2) 
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Appendix M 
Dart Throwing Force Measure Scores, Pre -and Post- Test Trials I -10 
Group trustroted for from the goal ( 3) 
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ABSTRACT 
This study was designed to test the hypothesis that 
interference with a goal-oriented behavior close to the 
goal leads to stronger aggressive responses than inter-
ference with a goal-oriented behavior far fran the goal. 
The hypothesis was derived from the Goal-Gradient Hypothesis 1 
whiCh states that goal-oriented responses strengthen as 
the goal is approached 1 and the FrUstration-Aggression 
aypothesis 1 which states that interference with a goal-
oriented behavior is a frustration that leads to some 
for.m of aggressive response. 
The task used in this study was a toy pinball 
machine. The goal was to score 100 as rapidly as possible. 
Interference with this goal-oriented activity was accom-
plished with a concealed 1 experimenter operated control 
that turned on a "tilt" light. When the "tilt" light went 
on, the game was lost. All subjects were given an initial 
successful trial. On the second trial one group was inter-
tared with close to the goal 1 after scoring 90 points, 
another group was interfered with far from the goal, after 
scoring 20 points. A control group was permitted to succeed 
a second time. 
Eight to ten year old fourth-grade subjects were 
matched on the Rosenzweig P-F (Child Fo~) Study Extra-
punitive scores and then rand.oml.7 assigned to one of the 
three groups. There were 30 subjects to a group. 
In addition to the P-F Study, a projective or fan-
tasy measure, two other measures of aggressive response 
strength were used: 1) a questionaire measuring the 
strength of punishing attitudes, and 2) a dart throwing 
task designed to measure the force of aggressive motoric 
responses. The dart throwing force was measured by the 
depth of penetration of the target. 
1.05 
The P-F Study and the punitive attitude measure were 
individually administered two months before the experimen-
tal session, while the dart throwing force measure was 
given tm.ediately before the experimental session. All 
measures were given again after the experimental inductions. 
The children were also asked which game they liked better, 
the darts or the pinball. rt had been predicted that the 
frustration experience with •h• pinball machine would 
result in preference for the darts. 
None of the results of the analysis supported the 
hypothesis that interference close to a goal produces more 
or stronser aggressive responses than interference far fran 
a goal. The analysis of the P-F Study Intrapunitive data 
indicated that the two experimentally frustrated groups 
became more aggressive toward thanselves than the unfrus-
trated control group. 
The results were seen as supporting the Frustration-
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Aggression Hypothesis and not supporting the Goal-Gradient 
B)"poti'lesis. It was reasoned that self'-blame, or Intra-
punitiveness, probably was a consequence of' 1) the subjects 
perceivitg themselves as the cause or losing the pinball 
game, and 2) the inhibition of' overt aggressive responses 
in the presence or an adult experimenter. Some difficulties 
or applying the Goal-Gradient Hypothesis to human behavior 
in its canplexity were discussed. 
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